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 ABSTRACT 
 
We realized point contact spectroscopy experiment on ferromagnet/superconductor bilayers. 
Differential conductance curves show several features that we explained within Bogoliubov-
de Gennes formalism considering the presence of two interfaces in the normal-metal-
tip/ferromagnet/superconductor device. We demonstrate that such configuration is suitable as 
local probe of the spin polarization and thickness of ferromagnetic layer, directly on bilayer 
areas. This is due to the high sensitivity of the Andreev surface states to the physical properties 
of the ferromagnetic interlayer. 
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 Spin polarization (P) represents an intrinsic parameter that characterizes a ferromagnet 
measuring the spin imbalance for the occupied electronic states. Experimentally, P can be 
determined by photoemission spectroscopy1 (PS) as well as by spin-dependent spectroscopy 
on magnetic tunnel junctions2 (MTJ), but both methods have important drawbacks: PS has 
limited energy resolution (few meV) and spatial sensitivity (few Angstrom of the surface)  
while MTJs need high quality fabrication process to get planar structures with uniform thin 
insulating barrier and a setup to apply high magnetic fields. Less than twenty years ago, De 
Jong and Beenakker3 proposed the possibility to measure P by means of Point Contact Andreev 
Reflection (PCAR) spectroscopy exploiting the Andreev reflection (AR) process at the 
metal/superconductor interface for which an incoming electron with energy less than the 
superconducting energy gap is retroreflected  in the metal as a hole with opposite spin, while a 
Cooper pair enters the superconductor4. If the metal is a ferromagnet, the probability for AR is 
reduced and (transport) polarization can be obtained from the study of the differential 
conductance spectra G(V) (conductance vs voltage). The main advantage is clearly related to 
the simplicity to realize a superconductor/ferromagnet micro-constriction by pushing a tip on 
a sample, avoiding fabrication process of tunnel junctions and without application of external 
magnetic field. On this idea, first experimental evidences of measuring P in ferromagnet 
materials by PCAR have been independently reported in 1998 by R.J. Soulen et al.5 and by 
S.K. Upadhyay et al.6. Later, this technique has been used to characterize a large number of 
ferromagnetic metals5-8 (Fe, Co, Ni), alloys5,9 (permalloy NixFe1-x), manganites
5,10-11 (La1-
xSrxMnO3), ruthenates
12-13 (SrRuO3) and half metals
5,14-15 (CrO2). Nowdays, PCAR experiment 
is well established as a valid method to measure P. 
From a theoretical point of view, a simple approach by Strijkers et al.7 gives a generalization 
of the BTK model16 to spin polarized materials by considering the current flowing in a 
ferromagnet/superconductor (F/S) contact as 𝐼 = (1 − 𝑃) ∙ 𝐼𝑢 + 𝑃 ∙ 𝐼𝑝, with 𝑃 the spin 
polarization in F and 𝐼𝑝and 𝐼𝑢 the fully polarized and fully not polarized current, respectively 
(the AR process being zero for the polarized case). Moreover, by considering the presence of 
a weak superconducting layer at the interface due to proximity effect, this model succeeded in 
some cases to fit  conductance dips often experimentally observed at energies close to the gap 
energy. Another model to describe AR at the F/S interface by F. Peréz-Willard et al.17 takes 
into account two spin-dependent transmission coefficients for the majority and minority 
carriers in the ferromagnet. Both models have been widely applied in order to extract spin 
polarization in several experiments in which point contact is realized between a ferromagnetic 
material and a superconductor. 
In this Letter we extend the use of point contact technique to characterize F/S bilayers and 
extract direct local information about spin polarization and thickness of the ferromagnetic 
layer. We have developed a theoretical model within a Bogoliubov-de Gennes (BdG) 
formalism18 taking into account the presence of two interfaces, tip/sample (N/F) and F/S (in 
the bilayer). We then applied such model to analyse experimental results obtained in PCAR 
experiment by pushing a gold tip on the ferromagnetic side of a PdNi/Nb bilayer. We 
demonstrate that in this configuration, PCAR can give extremely precise estimation of transport 
spin polarization as well as of the local ferromagnet thickness, the high sensitivity being due 
to the strong dependence of the surface (Andreev) bound states on such physical properties. 
Model. We adopt a Bogoliubov-de Gennes formalism to describe the PCAR setup. 
Accordingly, the wave function (𝑟), describing an excitation of energy 𝐸 in the tip, in the 
ferromagnetic layer or in  the superconducting substrate, is derived by solving the eigenvalues 
problem given by (𝑥 ≠ 0, 𝑑) 
[
𝐻(𝑟) (𝑟)
+(𝑟) −𝐻∗(𝑟)
](𝑟) = 𝐸 (𝑟).                                                                 (1) 
  
Figure 1. Schematic representation of theoretical model: transport current 𝐼𝑡 flows from 
metallic tip through N/F (parameterized by 𝑍1) and then F/S (𝑍2) interfaces, barrier strengths 
depending on the scattering potential 𝑉(𝑟). Ferromagnetic region (0 <  𝑥 <  𝑑) has 
magnetization 𝑀 perpendicular to transport direction. Superconducting pairing potential, 
existing in S, causes AR and normal reflection only at F/S interface.  
 
The tip region, characterized by 𝑥 < 0, does not present superconducting correlations and thus  
we set (𝑟) = 0 (see Figure 1), while  the  tip quasi-particle Hamiltonian is assumed to be of 
free-particle form 𝐻(𝑟) = −
2∇2
2𝑚
− 𝐸𝐹 ≡ 𝐻0(𝑟). The thin ferromagnetic layer (0 < 𝑥 < 𝑑) is 
modeled by setting  (𝑟) = 0 and by adding to the free-particle Hamiltonian 𝐻0(𝑟) a Zeeman 
energy term, −𝑔
𝐵
𝑀z ≡ −𝐸𝐹ℎ𝜎𝑧, describing a magnetization  𝑀 belonging to the 𝑦 − 𝑧 
plane (i.e. the magnetic easy plane) orthogonal to the transport direction, i.e. the  𝑥 −direction. 
The superconducting region (𝑥 > 𝑑) is described by a homogeneous pairing potential (𝑟) =
𝑖𝑦, while the quasi-particle Hamiltonian 𝐻0(𝑟) is assumed. The Fermi velocities mismatch 
among the different regions and the non-ideality of the interfaces are modeled by using a 
scattering potential 𝑉(𝑟) = 𝑈1(𝑥) + 𝑈2(𝑥 − 𝑑) to be added to the single particle 
Hamiltonian 𝐻0(𝑟),  (𝑥) being the Dirac delta function.  We assume the translational 
invariance of the problem along any direction belonging to the 𝑦 − 𝑧 plane which implies the 
conservation of the linear momentum 𝐤 ≡ (0, 𝑘𝑦 , 𝑘𝑧) parallel to the interface. The wave 
function in each region can be written in the form  (𝑟) = 𝑒𝑖(𝑘𝑦𝑦+𝑘𝑧𝑧)ψ(𝑥|𝐸, 𝐤) leading to 
an effective one-dimensional problem for ψ(𝑥|𝐸, 𝐤), being the energy 𝐸 and 𝐤 conserved 
quantum numbers during a scattering event. Once the wave functions ψ𝑡(𝑥|𝐸, 𝐤), 
ψ𝑓(𝑥|𝐸, 𝐤) and ψ𝑠(𝑥|𝐸, 𝐤) describing, respectively,  the tip, the magnetic layer  and  the 
superconducting substrate have been expressed in terms of eigenfunctions associated to the 
eigenvalues problem given in Equation 1, the scattering coefficients  are determined by 
imposing the boundary conditions:  (i) ψ𝑡(𝑥 = 0|𝐸, 𝐤) = ψ𝑓(𝑥 = 0|𝐸, 𝐤), (ii) 
ψ𝑠(𝑥 = 𝑑|𝐸, 𝐤) = ψ𝑓(𝑥 = 𝑑|𝐸, 𝐤), (iii)  ∂𝑥ψ𝑓(𝑥|𝐸, 𝐤)|𝑥=0 − ∂𝑥ψ𝑡
(𝑥|𝐸, 𝐤)|𝑥=0 =
kF 𝑍1ψ𝑡(𝑥 = 0|𝐸, 𝐤), (iv)  ∂𝑥ψ𝑠(𝑥|𝐸, 𝐤)|𝑥=𝑑 − ∂𝑥ψ𝑓(𝑥|𝐸, 𝐤)|𝑥=𝑑 =
kF 𝑍2ψ𝑓(𝑥 = 𝑑|𝐸, 𝐤), where kF indicates the Fermi wave vector, while 𝑍1/2 = 2𝑚𝑈1/2/
(2kF) represents the BTK parameter describing the interface properties. The current 𝐼𝑡 
flowing through the constriction can be expressed via the AR coefficients  a′(𝐸, 𝐤) and the 
normal reflection coefficients b′(𝐸, 𝐤) defining the tip wave function ψ𝑡 = ψ𝑒
in +
∑ b′′ ψ𝑒′
out + ∑ a′′ ψℎ′
out .  Here ψ𝑡 is decomposed into incoming (in) or outgoing (out) 
electron-like (ψ𝑒
in/out
) and hole-like (ψℎ
in/out
) modes having spin projection /2, with  =
±1. The experimentally measured differential conductance has to be compared with G(𝑉) =
𝑑𝐼𝑡
𝑑𝑉
  where: 
𝐼𝑡(𝑉) ∝
𝐴
(2)2
∫ 𝑑𝐸 𝑑2 𝐤[2 + ∑ |a′(𝐸, 𝐤)|
2 ′ −
                ∑ |b′(𝐸, 𝐤)|
2 ′ ](𝑓(𝐸 − 𝑒𝑉) − 𝑓(𝐸)), 
 𝑓(𝐸) is the Fermi-Dirac distribution and 𝐴 represents the junction cross section. The above 
expression can be rewritten in terms of angular integration over the incidence angles (𝜃, 𝜑) by 
changing the double integral variables taking the modulus  k(𝐸) = √2𝑚𝐸/ of the wave vector 
as fixed, i.e.  ∫  𝑑2 𝐤 → ∫  k
2(𝐸) (sin 𝜑)2 cos 𝜃 𝑑𝜃𝑑𝜑. In the PCAR experiment the voltage 
bias  𝑒𝑉 ranges from zero to few times the superconducting gap , as a consequence, in the 
relevant energy window [𝜇, 𝜇 + 𝑒𝑉] around the chemical potential  𝜇, the wave vector k(𝐸) is 
well approximated by the constant value kF, being the corrections to the leading term of order 
of  
𝑒𝑉
𝜇
~

𝜇
≈ 10−3. Thus the central quantity of our analysis can be written as: 
𝐼𝑡(𝑉) ∝
kF
2𝐴
(2)2
∫ 𝑑𝐸 𝑑 [2 + ∑ |a′(𝐸, 𝜃, 𝜑)|
2 ′ −
             ∑ |b′(𝐸, 𝜃, 𝜑)|
2 ′ ](𝑓(𝐸 − 𝑒𝑉) − 𝑓(𝐸)), 
where we introduced the notation  𝑑 ≡ (sin 𝜑)2 cos 𝜃 𝑑𝜃𝑑𝜑, while the angular integration is 
performed over 𝜃 ∈ [−𝜋/2, 𝜋/2] and 𝜑 ∈ [0, 𝜋]. We notice that the factor  
kF
2𝐴
(2)2
 is related to 
the number of transverse modes which participate in the charge transport. Once the differential 
conductance 𝐺(𝑉) is determined using the above relation, it is normalized with respect to the 
differential conductance of the junction at high bias, i.e. using the value 𝐺𝑁𝑁 = 𝐺(𝑉)|𝑒𝑉≫∆. 
The quantity 𝐺(𝑉)/𝐺𝑁𝑁 is directly compared with the experimental data.  
Experiment. The bilayers measured in this study were grown in-situ by a three-target ultra high 
vacuum dc magnetron sputtering on Al2O3 substrates in Argon pressure (few µbar) depositing 
first a 40 nm thick Nb layer and then a 4 nm thick Pd0.84Ni0.16 layer. The critical temperature 
of the bilayer 𝑇𝑐
𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑎𝑦𝑒𝑟
 was checked by resistive transition measurement and it has been 
compared with the same parameter of a twin Nb film (𝑇𝑐
𝑁𝑏 = 8.2 𝐾, without  the ferromagnetic 
layer on top) resulting about 1K lower. 
PCAR experiments have been performed by pushing a mechanically etched gold tip on the 
ferromagnetic side of the PdNi/Nb bilayer. The tip is installed on a screw driven chariot in 
order to allow gentle approach to the sample surface. The measuring inset is directly introduced 
in a liquid helium cryostat, with the device exposed to helium atmosphere. Conventional four-
probe technique (see inset of Figure 1) has been applied in order to measure current-voltage (I-
V) characteristics in the temperature range between 4.2K and 10K (i.e., above the Nb critical 
temperature). Differential conductance spectra (G-V) are obtained by numerical derivative of 
the I-V curves.  Several different contact resistances have been obtained in the range 2-10 
by simply varying the position and the pressure of the tip on the sample.  
The transport regime for such contacts can be easily estimated to be ballistic or diffusive by 
using Wexler’s formula19   
𝑅𝑃𝐶 =
4𝜌𝑙
3𝜋𝑎2
+
𝜌
2𝑎
 
in which the first term gives the Sharvin resistance20 describing the ballistic regime and the 
second one is the Maxwell21 resistance describing the diffusive regime. The dominating term 
will depend on the contact dimension 𝑎, the resistivity 𝜌 of the sample and the mean free path 
𝑙 of the charge carriers. For 𝜌 = 13 𝜇Ω 𝑐𝑚 (as resulting by direct measurements) and 
considering that 𝜌𝑙 = 3.72 × 10−6𝜇Ω 𝑐𝑚2 for niobium22-23, it comes out that the minimum 
contact dimension in our junctions is 𝑎 ≈ 8 nm to be compared with the mean free path 𝑙 ≈ 3 
nm. The ratio 𝑙/𝑎 < 1 gives indication for diffusive transport. However, the extention of BTK 
theory to diffusive regime has been proven24 to be successful in correctly identify the effect of 
spin polarization on the conductance spectra with respect the effects due to the diffusive 
transport. Moreover, it has been demonstrated25 that the application of ballistic model to 
analyze PCAR spectra obtained in the diffusive regime will allow an estimation of the spin 
polarization with an error below 3%. At the same time, the barrier parameter Z evaluated in a 
ballistic model will be systematically larger than what obtained in a diffusive model (with a 
variation of about 0.5-0.6) due to the fact that the parameter Z should include either the ballistic 
barrier strength (as expected in the BTK theory) and other physical effects (diffusion, velocity 
and/or mass mismatch).  In Figure 2, we show a variety of normalized conductance spectra 
(conductance is expressed as 𝐺(𝑉)/𝐺𝑁𝑁 while energy scale, eV/ΔNb, is normalized to the Nb 
energy gap) obtained at T=4.2 K. At a first qualitative analysis, these data can appear quite 
puzzling: Zero Bias Conductance Peak (ZBCP) higher than 2 (i.e., 𝐺(𝑉 = 0)/𝐺𝑁𝑁  >  2, where 
𝐺(𝑉 = 0) is the conductance at zero bias and 𝐺𝑁𝑁 is the conductance at high bias) appears in 
many spectra; two conductance dips, one fixed at the niobium gap energy, another at lower 
(not fixed) energy, are always present; conductance maxima within gap energy appear with 
different intensity in the various spectra. To quantitatively analyze the conductance curve 
reported in Figure 2a-2d, experimental data (empty circles) are compared to theoretically 
calculated spectra (solid lines) according to the model introduced in the previous section: the 
result is satisfactory with  all features properly reproduced. We used as fitting parameters the 
barrier strength 𝑍1 (describing the N/F interface), the barrier strength 𝑍2 (describing the F/S 
interface), the thickness parameter 𝑟 (describing the thickness of the ferromagnetic layer  
according to the formula 𝑟 = 𝑘𝐹
𝑁𝑏 ∙ 𝑑, where 𝑘𝐹
𝑁𝑏 ≈ 11.8 𝑛𝑚−1 is the Fermi momentum26 and 
𝑑 is the real thickness), and the spin polarization ℎ; we do not consider as fitting parameter the 
niobium superconducting energy gap and the effective temperature that we fixed at the values 
∆𝑁𝑏= 1.5 meV and 𝑇𝑒𝑓𝑓 = 0.7 K. We notice that the effective temperature has been fixed at a 
value sensibly lower than the bath temperature (𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑡ℎ=4.2K): this discrepancy will be 
discussed in the next section.  
Figure 2. Differential conductance spectra measured at low temperature (T = 4.2 K) on 
contacts realized by pushing an Au tip on a PdNi/Nb bilayer. Inset in (b) shows a scheme of 
the setup. Different contacts are classified by 𝑅𝑁𝑁, i.e. the high bias resistance of the device. 
Experimental data (empty circles) are normalized to 𝐺𝑁𝑁=1 (where 𝐺𝑁𝑁 = 1/𝑅𝑁𝑁 is the high 
bias conductance) and compared to curves (solid lines) resulting from the theoretical model 
discussed above. In each plot are listed the parameters used in the model to reproduce the data: 
𝑍1 and 𝑍2 are the barrier height of the tip(Au)/ferromagnet(PdNi) interface and of the 
ferromagnet(PdNi)/superconductor(Nb) interface, respectively; 𝑟 is related to the ferromagnet 
thickness 𝑑  via the equation 𝑟 = 𝑘𝐹
𝑁𝑏 ∙ 𝑑; ℎ is the polarization of the ferromagnetic layer. All 
fits are performed by considering a temperature value 𝑇𝑒𝑓𝑓 = 0.7 K well below the bath 
temperature of 4.2 K. (d) The asymmetry of the spectrum is reproduced by simply assuming a 
higher temperature for the positive energy side  𝑇𝑒𝑓𝑓 = 1.1 K. 
 
Fitting parameters used to reproduce experimental data are reported in Figure 2 for each plot. 
All conductance spectra are characterized by a large 𝑍1 value (2.3 < Z1 < 5.1) indicating a 
low transparency of the  contact between the gold tip ant the PdNi layer; at the same time, 
significantly lower 𝑍2 values are always found (0.26 < Z2 < 0.50) as expected for in-situ 
fabricated interface Nb/PdNi. More interestingly, the other two parameters involved in the 
fitting procedure take on values in narrow intervals, 51.2 < 𝑟 < 55.1 and 0.140 < ℎ < 0.146 
from which it is possible to give an extimation of the ferromagnet thickness 4.3nm < 𝑑 <
4.6nm in the various sample positions and of the corresponding spin polarization 14.0% <
P < 14.6%. We will discuss in the following section on the precision of such estimation. 
 
Figure 3. Temperature dependence of the conductance spectra measured for the contact of 
Figure 2a. (a) Spectra have been shifted for clarity. Black arrows identify the position of the 
conductance dip at the gap edge. (b) Temperature evolution of the relative amplitude of the 
zero bias conductance 𝐺(𝑉 = 0)/𝐺𝑁𝑁 is compared with the theoretical BCS behavior of Δ(T). 
(c) Temperature dependence of the Nb energy gap as extracted by the experimental data.  
 
In order to verify that conductance features are strictly related to the superconductivity of Nb, 
we performed complete temperature dependence of the conductance spectra. We show in 
Figure 3 that for T = 7.7 K the device is not anymore superconducting and all conductance 
features are washed out. Moreover, the conductance dip position (black arrows in Figure 3a) 
and the amplitude of the zero bias peak both correctly follow the expected BCS behaviour for 
Δ(T).   
Discussion. The N-F/S configuration of the point contact experiment allowed to measure 
several different conductance spectra, as reported in Figure 2. The use of a theoretical model 
based on  BdG formalism gives a complete explanation of all conductance features measured 
at low temperatures. In Figure 4 we show the effect of the variation of the model parameters 
on the conductance curves. In all plots of Figure 4 the solid (black) spectrum corresponds to 
the calculated curve of Figure 2a whose parameters are 𝑍1=3.85, 𝑍2=0.35, 𝑟=51.25, ℎ=0.1403. 
The four plots of Figure 4 are then obtained by keeping fixed three parameters and allowing 
only one parameter to vary in a range. Thus, Figure 4a for 0<𝑍1<8, Figure 4b for 0<𝑍2<8, 
Figure 4c for 48<𝑟<58, Figure 4d for 0.135<ℎ<0.145 are obtained. 
 
Figure 4. Evolution of the differential conductance spectra calculated within our theoretical 
model. The black spectrum evidenced in each plot corresponds to Figure 2a (𝑍1=3.85, 𝑍2=0.35, 
𝑟=51.25, ℎ=0.1403). Different plots are obtained by varying only one parameter (a) 𝑍1, (b) 𝑍2, 
(c) 𝑟, (d) ℎ and keeping the other three parameters fixed at the value of Figure 2a. 
 
A completely transparent contact (𝑍1 = 0) results in a simple spectrum with two maxima close 
to the gap energy. For increasing 𝑍1, there is a slow evolution of the spectra and two 
conductance minima appear exactly at 𝛥𝑁𝑏 and a ZBCP arises as well as other two maxima 
within energy gap. For largest 𝑍1 values, the zero bias peak further splits. Differently, by 
varying 𝑍2 there is a fast variation of the conductance spectra that become fully gapped as soon 
as 𝑍2 approaches about 1, suggesting that the wide variety of the observed spectra are favored 
by the high transparency of the F/S interface in the bilayer. In the latter case, the formation of 
surface (Andreev) bound states is expected27. 
From Figure 4c we notice a strong dependence of the conductance features on the parameter 𝑟. 
The range 48< 𝑟 <58 corresponds to a thickness 𝑑 of the ferromagnetic layer of less than  1nm. 
According to this, the precise fitting of the conductance spectrum in such N-F/S configuration 
is suitable for direct local measurement of the F-layer thickness. As an example, in Figure 5a 
we show the different spectra obtained for 𝑟 = 51.25 (i.e. 𝑑≈4.3nm), 𝑟 = 52.25 (i.e. 𝑑≈4.4nm) 
and 𝑟 = 53.25 (i.e. 𝑑≈4.5nm). To complete the analysis of the conductance spectra dependence 
on the various parameters, we show in Figure 4d the result obtained by varying ℎ in the range 
0.135< ℎ <0.145. This parameter gives direct information about the spin polarization of the 
ferromagnetic layer. Also in this case, the fast modification of the spectra for small variations 
of the parameter allows precise estimation of P (see Figure 5b). 
 
 Figure 5. Comparison of conductance spectra calculated within our theoretical model for small 
variations of the parameter (a) 𝑟  and (b) ℎ. The lower (black) spectrum in both panels is the 
conductance spectrum of Figure 2a calculated with the parameters 𝑍1=3.85, 𝑍2=0.35, 𝑟=51.25, 
ℎ=0.1403.  
 
We notice that the values of the polarization obtained from the various contacts (and 
corresponding fittings) of Figure 2 span on a larger range 14.0%< 𝑃 <14.6%. Due to the high 
sensibility of the conductance curve on the ℎ value, we can conclude that we are probing small 
spatial variation of the polarization probed locally by the PCAR setup with the different 
contacts that have been realized, since we demonstrate that the technique has a resolution better 
than 0.001 variations on the ℎ values. 
Effective temperature. As mentioned in the previous section, the numerical simulations need 
four fitting parameters, namely 𝑍1, 𝑍2, 𝑟, ℎ, while we fixed 𝛥𝑁𝑏 = 1.5 meV and 𝑇𝑒𝑓𝑓 = 0.7 K. 
According to our experimental setup, in which the point contact inset is directly placed in the 
liquid helium bath, the temperature of the device is naturally expected to be stabilized at 𝑇 =
4.2 K. On the other hand, the reported conductance features are clearly very sharp in contrast 
with the thermal smearing expected at T = 4.2 K. Such phenomenon has been already observed 
for Cu/Nb contacts7 and it has been ascribed to possible non-equilibrium transport processes in 
presence of proximity effect at the interface. 
We also have to take into account that our experiment (pushing a normal tip on F/S bilayer) 
realizes a N-F-S device. It has been reported28 that in such case the ferromagnetic interlayer 
reduces the Andreev Joule heating favoring an efficient cooling, the cooling power depending 
on the spin polarization. Moreover, maximum cooling power is expected29 at 𝑇 ≈ 0.5 𝑇𝑐 and 
for bias voltages of about eV/Δ≈1. This process can reasonably affect the local temperature of 
the N-F-S device under investigation in this work, explaining a discrepancy between 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑡ℎ and 
𝑇𝑒𝑓𝑓. However, the cooling power generally acting on this systems seems to be not enough to 
cause a temperature reduction of few Kelvin, suggesting that further physical effects should 
contribute to obtain such experimental observation.  
Finally, we also consider the possibility that such small effective temperature could arise from 
the predicted “extraordinary” temperature dependence of the resonant Andreev reflection peak 
expected in N/quantum-dot/S systems30, the tunneling mediated by discrete energy levels being 
responsible for an anomalous broadening of the conductance peak with respect the thermal one. 
Experimentally, such behavior has been reported for N/semiconductor/S systems31 and in 
N/High-Tc-Superconductors constrictions32, where the discrete levels could be due to the 
existence of surface (Andreev) bound states. 
In conclusion, we used Bogoliubov-de Gennes formalism to describe N-F-S systems. 
Experimentally, such configuration has been realized by means of point contact Andreev 
reflection spectroscopy by pushing a metallic tip on the ferromagnetic side of PdNi/Nb bilayer. 
Differential conductance spectra for several contacts have been measured at low temperature, 
showing several different features, all consistently explained within our theoretical model. 
Moreover, we demonstrated that this setup configuration is suitable to locally measure the 
ferromagnetic properties (polarization and thickness) of the F-layer with high precision. 
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